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Commenter: Paul C. Childress - B&W Nuclear Environmental Services, Inc., Virginia

Response to Comments:

A. In Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIS states that the impacts for most
categories are small or nonexistent for all alternatives.  Since 1957, the Navy has safely shipped
over 660 containers of spent nuclear fuel from the shipyards and prototype sites to the Naval
Reactors Facility.  All of the shipments were made safely by rail and without release of
radioactivity.  Since any container alternative selected for dry storage and transportation (either
by rail, heavy-haul truck, or a combination of both) must meet the requirements of 10 CFR Part
71, Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material, and 10 CFR Part 72, Licensing
Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Waste, other
containers can also be used safely and reliably.

B. The alternative suggested is essentially a variation of the Multi-Purpose Canister Alternative.  The
Navy does not expect to impose requirements or specifications which would prohibit using a
single overpack design as part of a Multi-Purpose Canister System.  If a container vendor
designed a single overpack system which meets the requirements of both 10 CFR 71 and
10 CFR 72, handling of the canister could potentially be simplified.

C. Depleted uranium is recognized as an excellent gamma shield and as a licensed application for
use in spent fuel containers.  For example, the conceptual designs of the transportation
overpacks for the Multi-Purpose Canister equipment are based on existing and demonstrated
technology.  They consist of concentric shells of stainless steel with layers of lead and depleted
uranium in between for gamma radiation shielding (Appendix D, Section D.2.1).  Since it is
intended that the container system will be procured through the government competitive bidding
process, it is not possible to identify at this time the actual materials which will be incorporated in
the winning design.

D. The final type of material used in the container will be a detail of the design chosen by the 
vendor and the Navy to meet the regulatory licensing requirements and will take into
consideration the following factors: public comments such as these; protection of human health
and the environment; cost; technical feasibility; operational efficiency; regulatory impacts; and
storage or disposal criteria which may be established for a repository or centralized interim
storage site outside the State of Idaho (Chapter 3, Section 3.9).

E. The comment provides design and construction details for a transportable storage cask.  
For analytical purposes, the transportable storage cask designed by Nuclear Assurance
Corporation International has been evaluated in this EIS as an existing representative design for
the transportable storage cask type meeting the standards of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.  The design of the NAC-STC cask has been used in this EIS to represent this type
of container; such use, however, does not mean that it is the design which would be chosen. 
Rather, the final choice will be made through a competitive bidding process.  Similar, licensed
transportable storage casks are likely to become available in the future and any one of the
available designs might be selected (Chapter 3, Section 3.4).  The identification of a preferred
alternative and the selection of an alternative will take into consideration numerous factors,
including public comments such as these: protection of human health and the environment; cost;
technical feasibility; operational efficiency; regulatory impacts; and storage or disposal criteria
which may be established for a repository or centralized interim storage site outside the State of
Idaho (Chapter 3, Section 3.9).


